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Abstract
Background: Monolithic scintillators read out by arrays of photodetectors represent
a promising solution to obtain high spatial resolution and the depth of interaction
(DOI) of the annihilation photon. We have recently investigated a detector geometry
composed of a monolithic scintillator readout on two sides by silicon photomultiplier
(SiPM) arrays, and we have proposed two parameters for the DOI determination: the
difference in the number of triggered SiPMs on the two sides of the detector and the
difference in the maximum collected signal on a single SiPM on each side. This work is
focused on the DOI calibration and on the determination of the capability of our
detector. For the DOI calibration, we studied a method which can be implemented
also in detectors mounted in a full PET scanner. We used a PET detector module
composed of a monolithic 20 × 20 × 10 mm3 LYSO scintillator crystal coupled on two
opposite faces to two arrays of SiPMs. On each side, the scintillator was coupled to 6 × 6
SiPMs. In this paper, the two parameters previously proposed for the DOI determination
were calibrated with two different methods. The first used a lateral scan of the detector
with a collimated 511 keV pencil beam at steps of 0.5 mm to study the detector DOI
capability, while the second used the background radiation of the 176Lu in the
scintillator. The DOI determination capability was tested on different regions of the
detector using each parameter and the combination of the two.
Results: With both parameters for the DOI determination, in the lateral scan, the bias
between the mean reconstructed DOI and the real beam position was lower
than 0.3 mm, and the DOI distribution had a standard deviation of about 1.5 mm. When
using the calibration with the radioactivity of the LYSO, the mean bias increased of about
0.2 mm but with no degradation of the standard deviation of the DOI distribution.
Conclusions: The two parameters allow to achieve a DOI resolution comparable with
the state of the art, giving a continuous information about the three-dimensional
interaction position of the scintillation. These results were obtained by using simple
estimators and a detector scalable to a whole PET system. The DOI calibration obtained
using lutetium natural radioactivity gives results comparable to the other standard
method but appears more readily applicable to detectors mounted in a full PET scanner.
Keywords: Monolithic scintillator, Depth of interaction, Positron emission tomography,
Silicon photomultiplier
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Background
One of the main contributions to the degradation of the spatial resolution in positron
emission tomography scanners is represented by the parallax error [1]. This error
comes from the fact that, when the 511 keV annihilation photons interact in the scintil-
lators, the whole volume of the scintillators is taken into account to project the line of
response (LOR) subtended by the two coincidence photons. The parallax error is
negligible at the center of the field of view (FOV), while it increases at the periphery of
the FOV. The correction of this effect is particularly important when the activity is
distributed also at the periphery of the FOV, close to the detector ring. This happens
for example in preclinical applications, in hybrid PET-MRI systems or in PET scanners
for brain investigations.
The effect of the parallax error can be mitigated by introducing in the reconstruction
algorithm the information about the depth of interaction of the photon in the scintillator,
thus reducing the width of the LOR [2]. Simulations performed on a preclinical PET scan-
ner featuring detectors with depth of interaction (DOI) capability [3] have shown that the
diameter of the bore can be reduced down to 6 cm, increasing the overall scanner sensi-
tivity. If a DOI resolution of about 4 times the pitch of the scintillator is reached, a
uniform resolution in the whole region of interest (i.e., about 3 cm in diameter for mice)
can be obtained. Since detectors for preclinical PET have usually spatial resolution close
or better than 1 mm, this can be achieved when the DOI resolution is approximately 2 to
4 mm full width at half maximum (FWHM).
Furthermore, in applications where the scanner has a limited angle coverage or is com-
posed of 2 or more planar heads, the adoption of the DOI information is essential for a
more uniform sampling of the sinogram. Positron emission mammography (PEM),
usually composed of two detector planes close to the region of interest, is an example of
this kind of scanner architecture. In this application, high spatial resolution is required for
the early detection of breast cancer tumor and the DOI is necessary to recover the reso-
lution along the direction of the detector axis (which identifies the distance from the two
detector planes). To fulfill the requirements of spatial resolution and uniformity, [4, 5]
suggested that a DOI resolution between 2 and 3 mm is necessary.
Several solutions have been proposed to develop a PET detector with depth of inter-
action capability using pixelated crystals. Staggered layers of scintillator arrays [6] or of
piled arrays of scintillator with different pulse shape (phoswich detector [7]) can be
used to obtain the DOI information with a single side readout with a photomultiplier
tube (PMT). Multiple layers of scintillators can be also identified adopting a light
sharing scheme and observing the width of the light distribution [8]. In addition, it has
been recently shown that a fluorescence coating can be used to tune the decay time of
the detected light on a side of a pixelated crystal as a function of the DOI [9].
Silicon photodetectors have played a key role in this development, thanks to their
high granularity and to the negligible reduction of the 511 keV photons flux through
the silicon layer that composes the detector [10]. This last feature allows to place the
photodetector between the radiation source and the scintillating crystal with a negli-
gible absorption of the 511 keV photons. With the adoption of these photodetectors,
multiple layers of detectors can be stacked to have an intrinsic DOI determination [11].
Furthermore, it has been shown that with a double side readout of a pixelated scintillator
array the DOI can be determined by comparing the magnitude of the signal collected at
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the two sides and that a resolution close to 2 mm can be reached using this
method [12–14]. The double side readout allows also to improve the time of flight cap-
ability of the detector due to the possibility to correct the difference in the length of the
optical light path between the scintillation point and the photodetector [15].
An attractive alternative to pixelated crystals for high spatial resolution PET detectors
is represented by monolithic scintillators coupled to arrays of photodetectors. The light
sharing in an array of photodetectors allows the three-dimensional reconstruction of
the scintillation event, with a high spatial resolution and depth of interaction position-
ing. By using monolithic crystals coupled to position sensitive photomultiplier tubes
[16], to avalanche photodiodes [17] or to silicon photomultipliers (SiPM) [18–20], a
spatial resolution close to the millimeter can be reached, and the depth of interaction
can be reconstructed. Monolithic crystals coupled to a SiPM array can also reach the
time resolution needed for time of flight applications [21].
The main disadvantages of large monolithic LYSO scintillator crystals are the high
cost and the degradation of the spatial performances close to the edges of the detector.
Several methods to reconstruct the position of the scintillation event have been
developed. Basically, they make use of a set of look-up tables to describe the light
distribution on the photodetectors as a function of the scintillation position [22]. Other
methods are based on the comparison of the collected signal with an expected light
shape [23], on the adoption of a center of gravity method, using specific algorithms to
correct the artifacts at the edges of the scintillator [24], or on the optical coupling of
neighbor crystals [25, 26].
The methods for the DOI reconstruction in monolithic scintillator crystals available
in literature are based either on the clustering of the events collected in a frontal irradi-
ation of the detector, or on the shape of the light distribution [27], or on the training of
neural networks for spatial reconstruction [28, 29]. The reconstruction of the DOI
information is usually based on large look-up tables containing the mean signals of the
whole array of photosensors for a set of calibration position, thus requiring a long
computational time and big amount of information to be transferred from the front
end to the system that manages the data processing.
Therefore, the DOI estimation with monolithic crystals still requires improvements to
provide a compromise between computational cost and DOI resolution. To this aim, we
already demonstrated with a first prototype [30] a simple method for the DOI reconstruc-
tion in a monolithic scintillator with a double side readout. This method is based on the
comparison of the signals on the two sides and requires a single one-dimensional look-up
table (LUT), thus reducing the amount of data to be collected and transferred.
In this paper, we present the DOI performance of an improved PET detector module
composed of a monolithic LYSO scintillator coupled on two opposite faces to two
SiPM arrays developed in the framework of the 4DM-PET INFN project [31, 32]. We
propose a new DOI calibration method which uses the natural lutetium radioactive
background to determine the DOI value from the parameters we have defined for its
estimation. The signals of the SiPMs on each side were processed by a 64-channel
ASIC managed by a central processor that recorded the time stamp of the events and
the energy collected in each pixel. Two methods were used to reconstruct the DOI. In
the first one, the number of triggered SiPMs on each side of the detector was com-
pared, while in the second, the maximum signal collected on each side on a single
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SiPM of the array was used. The combination of the two methods was also analyzed.
The investigated parameters were calibrated by means of a lateral scan of the detector
and using the natural radioactivity of the scintillator. Finally, the DOI capability was
tested in different regions of the crystal.
Methods
Detector module
The aim of the 4DM-PET INFN collaboration is the development and the
characterization of a PET detector composed of a monolithic scintillator coupled to
arrays of SiPMs. To better exploit the spatial performance and the DOI capability of
the detector, the scintillator is read out on two opposite sides by a high-granularity
photodetector array. A first detector was developed, and we investigated its perform-
ance in terms of DOI resolution.
The detector is composed of a 20 × 20 × 10 mm3 monolithic LYSO scintillator coupled
on the entrance and exit surfaces to two arrays of SiPMs by means of silicon optical glue.
The lateral sides of the crystal were black painted to collect only direct light while the
faces coupled with the SiPM arrays were polished. A picture of the array of SiPMs and the
front-end electronics is shown in Fig. 1. Each array (A in figure) was composed of 8 × 8
RGB SiPMs [33], produced by AdvanSiD, with a 3 × 3 mm2 active area and a 50 × 50 μm2
micro-cell size. Due to the size of the scintillator, only the central 6 × 6 subset was coupled
to the crystal and connected to the readout system. Each array was custom developed and
assembled, with a pitch of 3.6 × 3.6 mm2, corresponding to a packing factor of about 69%.
Fig. 1 Picture of the SiPM matrix coupled to the PCB containing the ASIC. (left) The SiPM array (a) receives
the bias from the pads on the top side through a bonding chain connected to the bias in the PCB (b). (right)
On the back side, each channel is connected to a pad (c) used to probe the signal during the functionality test,
and is collected in a fan-out (d). A flex cable connects the array to the ASIC (e)
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The arrays were covered by an epoxy layer. To reduce the gap between adjacent pixels,
the SiPMs were read from the bottom side and the bias was given to a column of eight
SiPMs through a bonding chain on the SiPM pads (B). With this method, no extra dead
space for routing is necessary on the sensitive surface. No degradation in the timing and
in the signal shape was observed on single devices adopting this readout method. In the
back side of the PCB containing the SiPMs, each channel was connected to a pad (C) used
to probe the signal during the functionality test. A flex cable collected the signals in a
fan-in (D) and connected the PCB hosting the ASIC to the SiPM array. The length and
thickness of the flex allowed to rotate the matrix by 180° with respect to the ASIC to have
a compact detection system. The detector is two sides buttable and can be used to
assemble four detection modules in a 2 × 2 configuration with uniform pitch. In its final
configuration, the detector will have the ASIC positioned over the SiPM array to avoid
dead space between neighbor arrays. The thickness of the SiPM is few hundreds of micro-
meters [34] corresponding to an attenuation of about 1% of 511 keV incident photons
(http://physics.nist.gov/PhysRefData/XrayMassCoef/ElemTab/z14.html). Considering also
the thickness of the ASIC and of the PCB hosting ASIC and SiPMs, an overall attenuation
between 3 and 5% can be expected for the 511 keV photon flux impinging the detector.
Furthermore, no significant changes in performance of SiPMs have been observed for
exposure to gamma radiation in signals composed of hundreds of photons [35, 36].
Each array was read out by the 64-channel ASIC TOFPET, developed within the
ENDO-TOFPET collaboration [37, 38] and managed by an FPGA communicating with
the PC. The working principle of the ASIC is summarized here. The input signal of the
ASIC channel is amplified and sent to two discriminators. The first discriminator, with a
low threshold, triggers a first time-to-digital-converter (TDC) that generates the informa-
tion about the time stamp of the event. The second threshold, higher than the previous
one, is used to validate the events. If, after triggering the first threshold, in a validation
time window (set in the chip), the signal triggers also the higher threshold; the informa-
tion about the time stamps and the energy is processed and stored; otherwise, the event is
rejected. Data are then transmitted through a serial LVDS interface. The energy informa-
tion is evaluated with the time-over-threshold (TOT) method, i.e, the time at which the
signal returns below the higher threshold is recorded. Subtracting this information from
the triggering time, we get the width of the signal. The width depends on the amount of
detected light, hence on the energy released in the crystal. The TOT dependence on the
energy is not linear and a calibration method is implemented in the ASIC.
The chip configuration allows to set the baseline of each channel (finely tuning the
bias voltage of each sensor) and the trigger levels of the lower and higher thresholds by
means of digital-to-analog converters with an 8-bit precision. An acquisition interface
was implemented that handles the TDCs calibration and the TOT linearization using
test signals generated inside the ASIC.
Experimental setup
A single 3 × 3 mm2 SiPM coupled to a 4 × 4 × 20 mm3 LYSO scintillator crystal (single
detector hereafter) was used in coincidence with the detector module to identify the
two 511 keV annihilation photons of a 22Na radioactive source of about 1 mm diameter.
The distance between the radioactive source and the entrance face of the coincidence
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detector was about 73 mm, while the distance between the source and the detector
module was about 10 mm. The single detector was read out by the TOFPET ASIC, and
the energy and timing information were recorded for each event. Every event detected
by the module or by the single detector was acquired, and the coincidences were evalu-
ated in the post-processing phase. A set of linear translators allowed to move the
source and the single detector together in two directions, while the detector could be
rotated to scan a lateral surface or the frontal surface of the crystal. No cooling was
applied to the arrays, and all the acquisitions were made at a temperature of about
22 °C (not stabilized). A scheme of the acquisition setup is shown in Fig. 2 for
both cases of frontal (top figure) and lateral irradiation (bottom figure). In the
following, the axis will be named so to have the X and Y directions on the surface
of the detector with the origin at the center of the detector, while the depth of
interaction will be along the Z direction.
Experimental measurements
Two acquisitions were performed by irradiating the frontal surface of the detector
(Fig. 2—top), with the collimated beam at the center of the detector (X = 0 mm, Y = 0 mm)
and at half the pitch of the SiPM arrays in both directions (X = −1.8 mm,Y = 1.8 mm). Since
the centroid method was used to reconstruct the scintillation position, the X/Y spatial
Fig. 2 Schemes of the acquisition set-up for the frontal irradiation (top), and for the lateral irradiation (bottom) of
the detector (not to scale). The reference axes and the irradiation position are reported in the two configurations
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resolution close to the edges of the crystal has not been investigated yet, because edge ef-
fects degrade the resolution and introduce a bias in the results.
The detector was then rotated of 90° to scan a collimated beam onto the lateral
surface of the detector along the Y–Z directions (Fig. 2—bottom). A scan at 0.5-mm
steps along the Z direction was performed at the center of the lateral surface of the
detector (Y = 0 mm) to investigate the depth of interaction capabilities. A second scan
at Y = 1.8 mm (half of the SiPM pitch from the center) was also performed to check
that the DOI performances were independent of the scintillation position. To discard
Compton events, only an interval of ±4 mm around the nominal beam position was
selected in the Y direction. The choice of the scan positions Y = 0 mm and Y = 1.8 mm
was done to test the uniformity of DOI response by taking into account both the situa-
tions in which the scintillation occurs in a X-Y position corresponding to a sensitive
area of the SiPM array or in an inactive region between two SiPMs. For each of the two
Y positions, all the possible X positions across the crystal length [−10,10] mm were
used, dividing the events according to the X position, as will be explained later. In this
way, we could analyze the degradation of the DOI performance when one of the two
coordinates is close to the crystal surface.
Data processing
Data collected by each SiPM needed to be clustered to group together the signals
belonging to the same scintillation event. To do so, the following steps were performed:
Event time separation A clustering algorithm based on the time stamps was used.
Given the first SiPM triggered on an array, when the time difference between two
subsequent signals was lower than a cluster time window, the signals were marked as
belonging to the same scintillation event. If the same channel was triggered more than
once in the same scintillation event (i.e., the signal went over, then below and then
again over the two thresholds) only the time stamp with the higher TOT was taken into
account while all the TOTs were summed to obtain the energy information of that
channel. Clustering was first performed on each side separately. Then the events on the
two sides that were inside a coincidence window (considering the first trigger on each
side) were marked as coincidence between the two sides. A time window of 50 ns was
used both for the time clustering of the signals and for the evaluation of the coinci-
dence between the two sides of the detector. We expect that the signal width should be
greater than the decay time of the scintillator; therefore, the adoption of a narrower
time window should not bring benefits in the event separation process.
Spatial clustering For each data set belonging to the same scintillation event, as
clustered in the previous step, an iterative region growing algorithm (here called cluster
finding) was used to select the pixels to use in the elaboration. In each array, the
algorithm starts from the pixel that has collected the maximum value of energy. The
adjacent triggered pixels are assigned to the same event (cluster) if the measured signal
is above a chosen threshold (the choice of the threshold is explained later in this
section). The cluster is expanded until no new SiPMs are included. This method has
many advantages. First, pixels that are triggered by noise far from the scintillation
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position can be rejected. Second, part of multiple interactions of the photon can be
identified. At the end of the process, a cluster of neighbor SiPMs was obtained on each
side of the detector. For each SiPM, the time stamp and the TOT were recorded and
used to reconstruct the energy, position, and time.
Event filtering To minimize the effect of multiple interactions and of noise, the inter-
action position was reconstructed separately on the two sides of the detector using the
centroid method. The events in which the position on the two sides was farther than
5 mm were discarded. In our case, this corresponds to rejecting about 2.5% of the events.
The number of triggered SiPMs was not fixed, but depended both on the position of the
scintillation and on the energy released by the photon in the crystal. Only events that trig-
gered at least one SiPM on each array and more than a total of three SiPMs were selected.
The photopeak events were selected in the detector and in the single detector.
The ASIC’s validation and timing thresholds were set independently for each channel
in order to have a uniform behavior for all the SiPMs in the same array. Figure 3 shows
the number of triggers as a function of the validation threshold for a single channel
with and without the scintillator crystal, without any external radioactive source. The
higher number of counts in the acquisition with the crystal (crosses) is due to the
lutetium natural radioactivity. The lower threshold (dashed line in figure) was chosen
so as to have a 5 kHz count rate (due to the SiPM dark noise more than to the crystal
background). The validation threshold (dashed line in figure) was set to 12 DAC values
higher than the previous one to discard signals generated by dark noise but to accept a
high fraction of the signals generated by the LYSO background. The count rate at very
low threshold (at the SiPM noise level) was affected by the ASIC dead time and did not
Fig. 3 Number of triggers per second as a function of the validation threshold with (crosses) and without
(open circles) the scintillator coupled to the SiPM. The threshold values to trigger the time stamp and to validate
the events are shown (dashed lines)
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correspond to the actual SiPM dark count rate. The remaining dark count events that
were greater than the validation threshold and that triggered the channel readout inde-
pendently from a scintillation event were discarded in the post processing by the
cluster finding algorithm and by the rule that more than three SiPMs had to belong to
each of the accepted events.
The threshold values selected with this method depend on the behavior of each SiPM
(breakdown, gain, noise) and of each channel, but not on the number of counts due to
the crystal, which depends on the position of each SiPM in the array. In fact, SiPMs
close to the edges detect a lower amount of events due to the natural radioactivity of
the LYSO with respect to the SiPMs at the center. The baselines on the ASICs were
finely tuned to correct for the difference in the mean bias voltage between the two
arrays, and they were set to have the same number of events above the validation
threshold on both tiles (with the crystal alone and no other radioactive sources). A
difference in the operating voltage of only 80 mV was found between the two arrays. A
2.5 V overvoltage was used. Even if this method for the threshold selection ensures
uniformity in the data rate on both faces of the detector (and so, in principle on the
threshold level), it is possible to have a residual difference in gain between the two arrays,
and this difference can be corrected during the data analysis.
Data analysis
Energy reconstruction
The signal collected on each triggered channel is proportional to the number of optical
photons detected by the photodetector which is in turn related to the energy released
in the scintillation event. Therefore, the energy was reconstructed by summing the






where i runs on the SiPMs of the top matrix and j on the SiPMs of the bottom one,
and Ei(j) are the energies collected by each SiPM on the two sides of the detector. In
the analyzed configuration, due to the lateral black surfaces, only the photons in the
solid angle subtended by the two arrays can be collected while the light impinging on
the lateral absorbing surfaces is lost. Furthermore, only part of the two array surfaces is
sensitive to the light, depending on the packing factor (i.e., the fraction of detector area
covered by the SiPM) and on the fill factor of the single SiPM.
In the case of the lateral scan, the energy spectrum was evaluated separately for each
analyzed region of the detector (described later in the “Timing” section), and the
FWHM of the photopeak was then calculated and used for the energy filtering. The
position of the energy peak depends both on the X-Y position and on the DOI because
the fraction of collected scintillating light changes with the interaction position and
because the SiPMs were calibrated to have a uniform trigger level, but a complete
uniformity in gain is not ensured across the array.
The presence of events with a different number of involved SiPMs contributes to the
uncertainty in the definition of the energy of the event. In fact, even if a very low
threshold (corresponding to few photoelectrons) is set to trigger the readout of the
SiPMs, the amount of the light that is not collected varies event by event. The adoption
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of a calibration method to ensure the uniformity in the trigger level of all the channels
helps to reduce the variability in the collected energy, aligning the baseline of all the
channels. In addition, the amount of collected energy is correlated to the total number
of triggered SiPMs.
X-Y position
The centroid of the interaction position in the X-Y directions was first reconstructed
separately on each SiPM array to verify that the two reconstructed points were close to
each other and that the event could be accepted (see the “Data processing” section).
Then the centroid was obtained using at the same time all the SiPMs in the clusters on
both sides of the detector. To correct for the misalignment of the two tiles in the X-Y
direction, a preliminary acquisition was performed using the 176Lu natural radioactivity.
The position of the events was calculated by applying the centroid separately on each
face of the detector, and the results for the two arrays were compared. The difference
in the position on the two sides of the crystals is shown for the X and Y directions in
Fig. 4; misalignments of ΔY = 0.82 mm and ΔX = 0.21 mm were measured.
The measured misalignment was used to correct the reconstructed position of an





















where i and j are indices of the SiPMs of top and bottom arrays, respectively, and ΔX
and ΔY are the misalignments of the two arrays along the two directions. Only the
Fig. 4 Difference in the reconstructed X positions (continuous line) and Y positions (dotted line) on the two
faces of the crystal. Positions were reconstructed separately on the two sides using the center of gravity
method on the SiPMs of the cluster
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translations between the two arrays on the X and Y direction were corrected, while a
possible relative rotation was not taken into account.
Timing
In a preliminary calibration, the delay between the two ASICs was corrected. Since all
the time stamps of the triggered SiPMs belonging to the same cluster in the two sides
were recorded, all of them could be used to obtain the timing information about the
cluster. In this work, only the first time stamp on each array was taken into account.
Even if the choice of the first time stamp is not the optimal solution in terms of timing
resolution (see for example [39]), this choice was good enough to select coincidence
events in a time window of few nanoseconds. A coincidence time window of 8 ns was
used here. The optimization of the timing performances of the setup is currently under
study and is out of the scope of this paper, which is mainly focused on the depth of
interaction reconstruction.
Depth of interaction
The DOI of the events was determined by comparing the signals collected on the two
sides of the detector. For the DOI reconstruction, two different parameters were analyzed,
hereafter called cluster size asymmetry and energy asymmetry. With a previous detector
demonstrator, it has already been proved that both the parameters are able to reconstruct
the DOI [30]. In this paper, also the result when combining the two methods was studied.
For each of the two parameters a look-up table (LUT) was constructed to correlate the
value of the parameter to the corresponding depth of interaction.
Cluster size asymmetry method In this first method, the asymmetry between the
number of pixels in the cluster (cluster size) in each tile was calculated using Eq. 1:
AsymCSIZE ¼
CSIZETOP‐CSIZEBOTTOM
CSIZETOP þ CSIZEBOTTOM ð1Þ
where CSIZETOP and CSIZEBOTTOM are the size of the clusters in the entrance and exit
array. Only the pixels selected by the cluster finding algorithm were used to evaluate
the depth of interaction. Due both to the critical angle at the epoxy/crystal interface
and to the geometrical distribution of the optical photons on each pixel, clusters on the
side closer to the scintillation position have a smaller number of pixels than the opposite
one. Thus, this parameter is related to the DOI information, as shown in [30, 40].
Energy asymmetry method The second method was based on the asymmetry of the
energy deposited in the pixel with the higher signal amplitude in the entrance array
(maxi(Ei)) and in the exit array (maxi(Ej)). The solid angle subtended by the active area
of a single SiPM with respect to the scintillation position depends on the distance
between the SiPM and the interaction point. We then expect that the maximum of the
signal collected on the two sides is related to the DOI. The analyzed parameter is
defined in Eq. 4:
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AsymEMAX ¼
maxiðEiÞ−maxjðEjÞ
maxiðEiÞ þ maxjðEjÞ ð2Þ
Due to statistical fluctuations in the distribution of the emitted scintillation photons
and to the misalignment between the two matrices, the maximum value measured on
the two sides did not always correspond to SiPMs that faced each other; therefore, this
condition was not imposed in the event selection. Using the energy asymmetry method,
the variability in gain between the SiPMs was the main factor limiting the DOI
resolution. A uniform gain among the SiPMs, together with a fine calibration of the
ASIC thresholds is particularly important for the uniformity of this parameter in different
regions of the detector.
Combined method In this case, both parameters were used to evaluate the DOI. The
DOI was found using the least square of the differences between the measured parameters




 2 þ AsymCSIZE−LUTCSIZE DOIð Þ
 2 
If the DOIs reconstructed using each of the two parameters differed more than
3 mm, the events were rejected.
For each analyzed method, the mean bias of the reconstructed position
Zreal−Zrec
   was analyzed for the whole Z range and for the Z interval [2 mm,
8 mm], together with the mean value of the standard deviation of the reconstructed
distribution (σ). To compare the DOI capability at the center of the detector and off--
center, the results obtained with the combined method were also analyzed dividing the
detector in three different regions, according to the reconstructed X position: an “en-
trance region”, close to the entrance surface of the collimated beam, a “central region”,
subtended by the two central rows of SiPMs, and an “exit region”, on the opposite side
of the detector. The three regions are shown in Fig. 5, superimposed on the X-Y spatial
distribution of a representative subset of the events in a scan.
The effect of saturation of the SiPMs given by scintillating events close to the matrix
surface was taken into account during the calibration of the LUT used for the DOI
estimation. Therefore, it is expected that no bias is introduced in the obtained DOI.
Despite this, in the case of the energy asymmetry method, saturation of signals contrib-
utes to reduce the specificity of the parameter and a slight degradation of the resolution
can be expected at the boundaries of the DOI range.
DOI calibration
By definition, both the parameters introduced for the DOI reconstruction are bounded
in the interval −1 < DOI < 1. The conversion of the asymmetry values to DOI values
needs to be calibrated, and this can be done by means of a lateral scan of the detector
or using physical assumptions on the distribution of the events in the volume of the
crystal, as explained in the following:
DOI calibration with lateral scan This calibration method could be difficult to imple-
ment in a whole scanner, but it is useful in the initial characterization of the detector to
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understand its performance. Data collected in the scan with the beam at the Y = 0 mm
position were divided in two ensembles of the same size, called calibration set and test
set. An energy filter around the photopeak and a spatial filter around the beam position
were applied to both the calibration and the test sets. To take into account the different
amounts of light collected at the center of the detector, a different energy filter was
applied to the events subtending the central region of the detector (−3.6 mm<X <
3.6 mm) with respect to the edges.
In the calibration set, for each beam position, the values of energy asymmetry and of
cluster size asymmetry parameters were obtained by fitting the peak of their distribu-
tion with a Gaussian curve. The mean of the fitted distributions was used for the
calibration. Since the distribution of the parameters is highly asymmetric close to Z = 0 mm
and Z = 10 mm, the tails of the distributions were not considered in the fit, and
the asymmetry values corresponding to Z = 0 mm and Z = 10 mm were imposed to
be equal to the two limits of the distributions (−1 and 1). The calibration values
(i.e., the mean of the fitted distributions) obtained for each point of the lateral scan
were then linearly interpolated to obtain, for each of the two asymmetry parameters, a
LUT on a grid of 0.1 mm.
For each acquired event in the test set, the cluster size asymmetry and the energy
asymmetry were evaluated. For each asymmetry parameter, the closer values in the
LUT were searched and the corresponding DOI value was assigned to the event; thus,
an independent value of DOI was obtained for each of the two methods. To test the
consistency of the calibration in a different region of the detector, the calibration
obtained with the scan at the center of the detector was applied also to the second scan
performed at Y = 1.8 mm.
Fig. 5 Example of the distribution of the events in the X-Y directions for a lateral irradiation at the center of the
module. The three regions used for the analysis of the DOI determination capabilities are represented in figure
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DOI calibration using the LYSO natural radioactivity Several calibration methods
have been proposed that are fast and easy to implement in a real system. Such methods
are usually based on a scan of the module using a group of collimated beams, a fan
beam irradiation, or a known event distribution in the module [24, 41, 42]. The natural
radioactivity of the LYSO has been used to calibrate the DOI response in modules
composed of pixellated scintillators with double side readout [43, 44], and the same method
was applied here to calibrate the DOI parameters. This method is particularly advantageous
because it allows to obtain the DOI calibration without the need of a dedicated measure-
ment setup, and it can be applied to detectors mounted in a full PET scanner.
An acquisition of the background radiation of the lutetium in the scintillator was
performed. Even if the distribution of the 176Lu in the scintillator is assumed to be uni-
form, the distribution of the detected events can differ from this, due to the path of the
de-excitation photons before their eventual absorption and to the different sensitivity
of the detector at different DOIs for low-energy events. Although this last effect can be
partially mitigated introducing a software threshold on the energy of the event, in
previous studies, it has been observed that the application of an energy window to the
event selection used for the calibration does not significantly affect the results [44]. To
take into account the path of the de-excitation photons, a Geant4/GAMOS Monte
Carlo simulation was performed [45, 46]. The decay of the 176Lu was simulated for the
20 × 20 × 10 mm3 LYSO scintillator used experimentally, and the centroid of the beta
and photons interactions that occurred for each decay in the Z direction was recon-
structed. The distribution of the obtained depths is shown in Fig. 6-left. It can be seen
that the assumption of a uniform distribution of the event centroids is no longer valid
close to the two matrices (i.e., first and last 2 mm in DOI) due to the partial escape of
the de-excitation photons from the scintillator.
The calibration LUTs for the cluster size asymmetry and for the energy asymmetry
parameters were created by correlating the distributions of the two parameters
obtained in the acquisition of the lutetium radioactivity with the expected depth of
interaction predicted by the simulation. To do so, the distributions of the two parame-
ters and of the simulated DOIs were divided in 50 percentiles to directly match, for
each interval, the mean values of the DOI with the mean value of each parameter. The
calibration curves are shown in Fig. 6-right: the solid line represents the dependency of
Fig. 6 (left) Distribution of the centroid of the simulated background events in the Z direction. (right) Cluster size
asymmetry (solid line) and maximum energy asymmetry (dashed line) calibration function obtained correlating the
simulation with the acquisition of the 176Lu background
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the cluster size asymmetry on the DOI position obtained correlating the simulation
with the acquisition of the 176Lu background, while the dashed line is related to the
maximum energy asymmetry.
All of the events occurred in the scintillator were used to reconstruct the LUTs
despite their X-Y interaction position. To verify that the events that occurred in differ-
ent regions of the detector behaved consistently, the distributions of the asymmetry
parameters obtained with the background radioactivity were plotted separately for nine
regions of the detector. Each region corresponded to a 2 × 2 group of adjacent SiPMs
and identified different portions of the crystal: four regions corresponded to extreme
values of both the X and Y coordinates (hereafter called corners), four regions had only
one of the two coordinates at the boundary (called edges), and one region identified the
center (called center). The distributions of the two DOI parameters for these nine
regions are shown in Fig. 7. As it can be seen, the distributions of the cluster size
asymmetry are quite consistent in the whole area of the detector, while the maximum
asymmetry parameter distribution has a higher variability. This is partially due to the
method implemented for the channels equalization, that is based more on the
normalization of the trigger level than on the gains of the channels.
Results
Frontal irradiation
The spatial distribution of the reconstructed events in the X-Y directions is shown in
Fig. 8 for the two beam positions (left: X = 0 mm and Y = 0 mm, right: X = −1.8 mm
and Y = 1.8 mm). The contours corresponding to the full width at half maximum
(FWHM, continuous lines) and to the full width at tenth maximum (FWTM, dotted
lines) of the distribution are also shown. The value of the width at half and at tenth
maximum were obtained as the mean diameter of the contours, giving FWHM= 1.5 mm
and FWTM= 3.6 mm for the distribution at the center and FWHM= 1.2 mm and
FWTM= 3.0 mm at 1.8 mm from the center, without subtracting the contribution of the
beam spot size. Figure 9 shows the distribution of the projection of the reconstructed
positions in the two directions, with the beam at the center of the detector (left) and
translated of half the pitch size in both directions (right), again without subtracting the
Fig. 7 Distribution of the cluster size asymmetry parameter (left) and of the energy asymmetry parameter
(right) for different regions of the detectors corresponding to the four edges, the four corners and the central
region, obtained with the natural 176Lu background
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beam spot size. The distance between the center of the two distributions (at the center
and at half the pitch) is 1.79 mm in the X direction and 1.92 mm in the Y direction, close
to the expected value of 1.8 mm (half the pitch). This suggests that the width of the distri-
bution obtained at the center of the detector is not distorted by the effects of the centroid
algorithm used here. The reconstructed positions and width of the distributions are
summarized in Table 1.
The energy spectrum with the collimated beam at the center of the detector was
analyzed considering the whole ensemble of events (Fig. 10-left, solid line) and only the
events within one FWHM of the distribution (Fig. 10-left, dotted line). Since the energy
collected in each channel was measured with the method of the time-over-threshold,
the baseline of each channel differed from the baseline of the energy spectrum. An
acquisition with several radioactive sources with different energies should be carried
out to determine the position of the baseline in the energy spectrum and then to
convert the spectrum from arbitrary units into kiloelectron volt.
The distribution of the total number of SiPMs in the clusters on the two sides of the
detector is plotted in Fig. 10-right for the whole data set (solid line) and for the photo-
peak events selected in the energy window (dotted line). This distribution is peaked
around 15 SiPMs; therefore, the requirement that more than three SiPMs have to be
triggered in total on the two sides of the detector is compatible with the number of
SiPMs actually triggered by a scintillation event.
Fig. 8 Spatial distributions obtained with the collimated beam at the center of the detector (left) and at
1.8 mm from the center in both directions (right), corresponding to the center of one of the SiPM of each
matrix. Continuous lines represent the contour corresponding to the FWHM of the distribution while dotted
lines correspond to the FWTM of the distribution
Fig. 9 X distribution (dotted lines) and Y distribution (solid line) of the events obtained in the two acquisitions of
Fig. 8, with the coincidence beam at the center of the crystal (left) and at 1.8 mm from the center in
both directions (right)
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Lateral irradiation
Figure 11 shows the mean value of the cluster size asymmetry (left) and of the energy
asymmetry (right) parameters as a function of the actual beam position, for the two
lateral Z scans (open dots refer to Y = 0 mm and crosses refer to Y = 1.8 mm). No
significant differences in the trend of the mean are visible when changing the beam
position. The energy asymmetry parameter shows a more evident non linearity in the
first and last 2 mm with respect to the cluster size asymmetry parameter. The two
asymmetry parameters have a monotonic dependence on the depth of interaction. It
should be noted that the slope of the two variables as a function of the DOI is opposite.
In fact, while the maximum collected signal increases closer to the SiPM, the number
of SiPMs in the cluster increases farther from them.
The profiles of the distributions of the cluster size asymmetry (left) and of the energy
asymmetry (right) corresponding to the Z beam positions [2 mm, 5 mm, 8 mm] with
the beam at the Y = 0 mm position are shown in Fig. 12.
Results on DOI calibration
The distributions of the two asymmetry parameters obtained in the two lateral Z scans
were converted into depth of interaction values using the LUTs obtained as explained
in section 2.6. The mean DOI reconstructed positions are shown in Fig. 13. In both Z
scans, the mean standard deviation in each acquisition was σ = 1.5 mm using the
maximum asymmetry method, and σ = 1.6 mm using the cluster size asymmetry
method. The value of the standard deviation for each beam position for the two
methods is shown in Fig. 14. The difference between the real beam position (Zreal) and
the mean reconstructed position (Zrec), hereafter called bias, is shown in Fig. 15. In the
Table 1 Reconstructed position, FWHM, and FWTM in the two beam positions with frontal irradiation
of the detector
Beam position (mm) XRec (mm) YRec (mm) FWHM (mm) FWTM (mm)
X Y
0.0 0.0 −0.18 −0.23 1.5 3.6
−1.8 1.8 −1.97 −1.69 1.2 3.0
Fig. 10 (left) Energy spectra with the collimated beam at the center of the detector using all the events
(continuous line) and only the events inside the FWHM of the distribution (dotted line). (right) Total number
of SiPMs in the clusters in the two sides of the detector for the whole data-set (solid line) and for
the photopeak events selected in the energy window (dotted line)
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three figures circles refer to Y = 0 mm and crosses refer to Y = 1.8 mm. With both
methods a mean bias lower than 0.3 mm was obtained in the interval Zreal = [2 mm,
8 mm], while the bias was higher in the first and last millimeters of the crystal. The
results obtained with the combination of the two methods are shown in Fig. 16. A
mean bias lower than 0.2 mm was obtained on both lateral Z scans with a mean stand-
ard deviation of the DOI distribution better than 1.5 mm. The rejection of events in
which the two parameters provided two DOI values different more than 3 mm partially
removed the contribution of double interactions in the scintillator, and between 2 and
4% of the events were rejected. Table 2 summarizes the results obtained in the two
lateral Z scans of the detector.
The mean bias and the standard deviation of the reconstructed distribution for the
three regions are summarized in Table 3. The DOI performances are similar in the
“entrance region” and in the “central region” of the detector, while an increase of the
bias and of the standard deviation was observed in the “exit region”. The increase of
the standard deviation could be partially due to the broadening of the collimated beam.
The results obtained with the calibration performed using the 176Lu background in
terms of standard deviation of the reconstructed distribution (left) and bias (right) are
shown in Fig. 17 and summarized in Table 4.
Fig. 11 Cluster size asymmetry (left) and energy asymmetry (right) obtained in the lateral Z scans at the center
of the lateral surfaces (circles) and at 1.8 mm from the center (crosses)
Fig. 12 Distribution of the cluster size asymmetry (left) and of the maximum energy asymmetry (right) for
the points [2 mm, 5 mm, 8 mm], in the scan at the center of the lateral surface
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Discussion
The high spatial resolution obtained at the center of the detector (Fig. 6), not corrected
for the beam size, suggests that the 4DM-PET approach can be applied to preclinical
PET detectors. For the position reconstruction, methods more effective than the
centroid need to be considered because the results obtained with this method can still
be affected by residual non-linearity after TOT correction. In fact, the centroid method
usually shifts towards the center of the detector the X-Y positions that are actually close
to the edges. Therefore, before determining the real FWHM of the spatial distribution
achievable at the center, it is necessary to verify that this artifact is not present in the
investigated area. With the frontal irradiation at 1.8 mm from the center of the
detector, it was verified that the position of the center of the distribution was deter-
mined in the expected position, without any bias effect induced by the centroid
method. This validated the value of FWHM obtained at the center of the detector. To
fully determine the X/Y spatial resolution of the detector out of the center, a calibration
of the response of the detector should be done, scanning the frontal surface of the
detector on a regular grid.
Both the asymmetry parameters proposed for the DOI estimation depend on the Z
position of the beam, as shown in Fig. 8, and therefore can be used for the DOI
Fig. 13 Reconstructed depth of interaction as a function of the collimated beam position (Z direction)
using the cluster size method (left) and the maximum collected energy method (right). The line in the plots
represents the bisector of the plane, corresponding to an ideal reconstruction of the beam position
Fig. 14 Standard deviation of the reconstructed depth of interaction using the cluster size method (left) and
the maximum collected energy method (right)
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reconstruction. In addition, the two parameters are monotonic in the Z position, even
if both show a non-linearity of the DOI close to the SiPM arrays, corresponding to a
loss in accuracy in those regions of the detector. The values obtained in the lateral scan
comparing the maximum collected signal on each side are not symmetric with respect
to the half depth of the detector (i.e. the values shown in Fig. 8-right are confined in
the asymmetric range [−0.8, 0.6]), conversely to the distribution of the calibration
values used for the method of the cluster size asymmetry that is ranging in approxi-
mately [−0.4, 0.4]. Since the calibration was performed to get a uniform trigger level on
both sides of the detector, we expected a symmetric distribution of the LUT related to
the cluster size asymmetry, while the distributions of the maximum energy asymmetry
was less controlled. Even if a software correction can be applied to the detected signals
to obtain a fixed gain, this effect is already taken into account in the LUT determin-
ation and does not introduce artifacts in the DOI.
The DOI obtained with the “cluster size” method had a larger standard deviation with
respect to the “maximum signal” method. At the edges of the crystal, an additional
increase of the bias was visible, in agreement with what has already been observed in
monolithic scintillator with single side readout by other groups (see e.g. [41]). This bias
is due to the partial loss of a tail of the collimated beam, which shifts the mean recon-
structed position towards the center of the crystal. Close to the edges, also the distribu-
tion of the double interaction events was not symmetric with respect to the axis of the
Fig. 15 Bias of the mean reconstructed depth of interaction with respect to the real beam position, by
using the cluster size method (left) and the maximum collected energy method (right)
Fig. 16 Standard deviation (left) and bias (right) of the reconstructed DOI distributions using the combination
of the two asymmetry parameters and the calibration obtained with the lateral scan of the detector
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beam because in the Z direction there is a higher fraction of the volume of scintillator
toward the center of the detector than in the other direction. Even if part of the events
that include a double interaction in the scintillator is rejected by the cluster finding
algorithm, the discrimination does not work if the path between the two scintillations
is too short; thus a fraction of these events contributes to the obtained distribution.
Although the bias is also present in the distribution used for the generation of the
LUTs for the DOI reconstruction (see Fig. 8), these effects are mitigated in the
calibration because the tails of the distributions were not taken into account and
the calibration value was evaluated only around the peak of the distribution. For a
more accurate result, separate calibrations could be performed in sub-regions of
the detector to take into account edge effects and local non-uniformities in sensi-
tivity, optical coupling, and gain.
The DOI estimation obtained combining the two parameters provided comparable
results in terms of standard deviation of the distributions and an improvement in terms
of bias at the entrance and exit region of the collimated beam in the detector. This
improvement in the combined method is probably due to the rejection of part of the
events that interacted more than once in the scintillator and that provided DOI values
very different from the real beam position, and that were not identified when only one
Table 2 Summary of depth of interaction reconstruction capability of the detector tested in the






Zreal in [0 mm, 10 mm]
Bias (mm)
Zreal in [2 mm, 8 mm]
σ (mm)
Zreal in [0 mm, 10 mm]
0 mm Cluster size 0.38 0.16 1.62
Maximum 0.38 0.20 1.47
Combined 0.19 0.18 1.44
1.8 mm Cluster size 0.48 0.27 1.62
Maximum 0.35 0.20 1.49
Combined 0.13 0.09 1.48
All Cluster size 0.42 0.22 1.62
Maximum 0.37 0.21 1.48
Combined 0.17 0.14 1.47
Table 3 Summary of depth of interaction determination in three different regions of the detector;
the entrance and exit region represent portions of the detector close to the X boundaries while






Zreal in [0 mm, 10 mm]
Bias (mm)
Zreal in [2 mm, 8 mm]
σ (mm)
Zreal in [0 mm, 10 mm]
0 mm Entrance
X > 3.6 mm
0.20 0.21 1.33
Central region 0.21 0.18 1.54
Exit
X < −3.6 mm
0.25 0.21 1.60
1.8 mm Entrance
X > 3.6 mm
0.19 0.22 1.39
Central Region 0.18 0.11 1.46
Exit
X < −3.6 mm
0.41 0.46 1.60
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parameter was used. Furthermore, the use of more than one parameter in the DOI
estimation can ensure a higher accuracy. The calibration implemented using the back-
ground radioactivity of the 176Lu applied to the DOI identification using the combined
method exhibits comparable results in terms of both mean bias and standard deviation,
even if the bias in the entrance and exit regions is larger than that obtained with the
lateral scan calibration. Furthermore, in this case, the difference in performances
between the two scans is greater, suggesting that some benefits could arise from a set
of calibrations specific for separated regions of the detector.
With respect to our previous study [28], the new readout system can be triggered
by lower signals, thus sampling the light distribution in a larger cluster of SiPMs.
The SiPM arrays adopted here have been optimized to reduce the inactive spaces
between SiPMs. In addition, the architecture of the detector allows to place the
detectors side by side, without dead spaces. Finally, in this study, a LUT has been
created for each parameter to determine the DOI. This method allows to finely
model the asymmetry parameter for each DOI, and it can be calibrated using the
natural background of the scintillator.
The DOI estimation methods proposed here do not require the readout of the whole
light distribution on the entire detector and exhibit an efficient identification of the
DOI because they are based on a single one-dimensional LUT. In fact, in this paper, it
has been shown that the DOI determination can be simplified because the same DOI
calibration can be used both at the center and at the edges of the detector. The
adoption of the combined parameter reduces the computational efficiency because two
sets of LUTs need to be used and the results obtained separately with the two methods
need to be compared. However, the combined method exhibits a lower mean bias. The
Fig. 17 Standard deviation (left) and bias (right) of the reconstructed DOI distributions using the
combination of the two asymmetry parameters and the calibration obtained with the 176Lu background
Table 4 Summary of depth of interaction reconstruction capability of the detector using the
combination of the two investigated parameters, with both calibration methods: using the natural






Zreal in [0 mm, 10 mm]
Bias (mm)
Zreal in [2 mm, 8 mm]
σ (mm)
Zreal in [0 mm, 10 mm]
0 mm Lutetium 0.27 0.09 1.28
Lateral scan 0.19 0.18 1.44
1.8 mm Lutetium 0.38 0.26 1.41
Lateral scan 0.13 0.09 1.48
Morrocchi et al. EJNMMI Physics  (2017) 4:11 Page 22 of 25
easiness of the proposed methods allows the implementation of the DOI reconstruction
directly in the readout electronics (i.e., on FPGA), thus reducing the complexity of the
acquisition system and of the data elaboration process and making this solution
suitable for application in a whole PET scanner. Even if the DOI resolution obtained in
this work is close to state of the art results obtained with monolithic crystals [29, 41], a
comparison with the results obtained by other groups using thicker scintillators, e.g.,
[47], is not straightforward due to the different signal-to-noise ratio achievable on the
SiPMs with a different dimension of the scintillator.
The treatment of the lateral faces with an absorbing black paint has advantages and
disadvantages. With respect to the two parameters investigated here for the DOI identi-
fication, the adoption of black surfaces may reduce the dependence of the maximum
energy asymmetry parameter on the X/Y position in the crystal because only the direct
light is collected, while it is difficult to estimate the effect of a reflective surface on the
uniformity of the cluster size asymmetry close to the edges. In terms of spatial
resolution, both absorbing [48] and reflective surfaces [18] have been proposed for
monolithic scintillators with excellent results in the event positioning. The main
difference between these two approaches is in the light collection efficiency, and the
adoption of reflective surfaces might be particularly useful with thick monolithic scintillators,
in which the direct light subtends a limited solid angle [49].
Conclusions
A PET detector composed of a 20 × 20 × 10 mm3 monolithic LYSO scintillator crystal
coupled on the entrance and exit surface to a 6 × 6 SiPMs matrix was developed and its
capability to determine the depth of interaction was investigated. The depth of
interaction was reconstructed comparing the signal collected on the two tiles, by means
of two parameters: the asymmetry of the maximum energy collected on a single SiPM
on the two sides and the asymmetry of the number of pixels triggered on the two sides.
The two variables were first calibrated using a scan of the lateral face of the detector at
a regular pitch of 0.5 mm and at the center of the lateral side (Y = 0 mm). The DOI
capabilities and the calibration method were then tested using a test set in the same
positions of the calibration scan and a second set at half the SiPM pitch away from the
center of the lateral side. For the depth of interaction profiles on each scan position, we
obtained a mean standard deviation of σ = 1.5 mm using the maximum asymmetry
method and of σ = 1.6 mm using the cluster size asymmetry method. The mean bias of
the reconstructed depth of interaction was lower than 0.3 mm in the Z interval [2 mm,
8 mm], while the bias and the standard deviation of the DOI distribution were higher
close to the two faces of the crystal. This effect is partially due to Compton events that
were not discarded in the energy and spatial selection. A smaller bias was obtained
combining the two parameters for the DOI estimation. It was also demonstrated that
the parameters can be calibrated using the natural radioactivity of the LYSO, with an
increase of the mean bias of about 0.2 mm and with no degradation of the standard
deviation of the DOI distribution.
It was demonstrated that the DOI can be determined by comparing the signals
collected at the two sides of a monolithic scintillator crystal. This allows to achieve a
DOI resolution comparable with the state of the art, with an easy reconstruction
method and one-dimensional LUTs. The DOI determination capability, together with
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the high spatial resolution at the center of the detector, makes this detector suitable for
high spatial resolution applications like preclinical PET or dedicated PET detectors. In
addition, we proposed and tested a DOI calibration method which exploits Lutetium
natural radioactivity and could easily be applied also to full PET systems.
Authors’ contributions
GA, MI, BL, and VP have contributed to the realization of the SiPM matrices and to the preliminary tests. FB and GP have
participated to the realization of the experimental setup. RW, MAP, and MM have worked at the realization of the
acquisition system, at the optimization of the acquisition parameters, and at the realization of acquisition software. FP has
contributed to the realization of the simulation of the distribution of the crystal background. FP, MB, MB, PC, MM, GP, and
RW have participated in the development of the data analysis method. MM, GP, MAP, and FP have contributed to the data
acquisition and elaboration. MB, PC, and ADG have coordinated the project and revised the manuscript. All authors read
and approved the final version of the manuscript.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Author details
1University of Pisa and INFN, Sezione di Pisa, Italy. 2INFN, Sezione di Perugia, Italy. 3University of Torino and INFN,
Sezione di Torino, Italy. 4INFN, Sezione di Torino, Italy.
Received: 28 July 2016 Accepted: 10 February 2017
References
1. Del Guerra A, Belcari N, Bisogni M. Positron emission tomography: its 65 years. La Rivista del Nuovo Cimento.
2016;39(4):155–223.
2. Lerche C, Ros A, Gadea R, Colom RJ, Toledo FJ, Herrero V, Monzó JM, Sebastiá A, Abellan D, Sánchez F, Correcher
C, Gonzalez AJ, Munar A, Benlloch JM. DOI measurement with monolithic scintillation crystals: a primary
performance evaluation. In: IEEE Nuclear Science Symposium Conference Record. 2007. p. 2594–600.
3. St James S, Yang Y, Bowen SL, Qi J, Cherry SR. Simulation study of spatial resolution and sensitivity for the tapered
depth of interaction PET detectors for small animal imaging. Phys Med Biol. 2010;55:N63–74.
4. Santos AI, et al. Design and evaluation of the clear-PEM detector for positron emission mammography. Nucl Sci
Symp Conf Record IEEE. 2004;6:3805–9.
5. Peng H, Levin CS. Design study of a high-resolution breast-dedicated PET system built from cadmium zinc
telluride detectors. Phys Med Biol. 2010;55:2761–88.
6. Belcari N, Attanasi F, Rosso V, Del Guerra A. Staggered double-layer array crystals for the reduction of the depth-of-
interaction uncertainty in in-beam PET: a preliminary study. Nucl Instrum Methods Phys Res Sect A. 2010;617:246–7.
7. Seidel J, Vaquero JJ, Siegel S, Gandler WR, Green MV. Depth identification accuracy of a three layer phoswich PET
detector module. IEEE Trans Nucl Sci. 1999;46:485–90.
8. Duppenbecker PM, Lodomez S, Haagen R, Marsden PK, Schulz V. Investigation of a sub-millimeter resolution PET
detector with depth of interaction encoding using digital SiPM single sided readout. In: IEEE Nuclear Science
Symposium Conference Record. 2011. p. 2252–3.
9. Berg E, Roncali E, Kapusta M, Du J, Cherry SR. A combined time-of-flight and depth of interaction detector for
total-body positron emission tomography. Med Phys. 2016;43:939–50.
10. Bisogni M, Morrocchi M. Development of analog solid-state photo-detectors for positron emission tomography.
Nucl Instrum Methods Phys Res Sect A. 2016;809:140–8.
11. Herbert DJ, Moehrs S, D’Ascenzo, Belcari N, Del Guerra A, Morsani F, Saveliev V. The silicon photomultiplier for
application to high resolution positron emission tomography. Nucl Instrum Methods Phys Res Sect A. 2007;
A573(1-2):84–7.
12. Moses WW, Derenzo SE. Design studies for a PET detector module using a PIN photodiode to measure depth of
interaction. IEEE Trans Nucl Sci. 1994;41(4):1441–5.
13. Yang Y, Dokhale PA, Silverman RW, Shah KS, McClish MA, Farrell R, Entine G, Cherry SR. Depth of interaction
resolution measurements for a high resolution PET detector using position sensitive avalanche photodiodes. Phys
Med Biol. 2006;51(9):21–31.
14. Morrocchi M, Bisogni M, Ambrosi G, Ionica M, Wheadon R, Marzocca C, Pirrone G, Piliero MA, Del Guerra A. A
detector module composed of pixellated crystals coupled to SiPM strips. J Instrum. 2014;9(08):08007.
15. Seifert S, Schaart DR. Improving the time resolution of TOF-PET detectors by double-sided readout. IEEE Trans
Nucl Sci. 2015;62(1):3–11.
16. Miyaoka RS, Li X, Hunter W, Pierce LA, McDougald W, Kinahan PE, Lewellen TK. Resolution properties of a
prototype continuous miniature crystal element (cMiCE) scanner. IEEE Trans Nucl Sci. 2011;58(5):224–9.
17. Maas MC, van der Laan DJ, Schaart DR, Bruyndonckx P, Lemaitre C, van Eijik CWE. Performance of APD-based
monolithic-crystal detectors for small animal PET. IEEE Nucl Sci Symp Conf Rec. 2005;4:2017–21.
18. Schaart DR, van Dam HT, Seifert S, Vinke R, Dendooven P, Lohner H, Beekman FJ. A novel, SiPM-array-based,
monolithic scintillator detector for PET. Phys Med Biol. 2009;54(11):3501–12.
19. Llosá G, Barrio J, Cabello J, Lacasta C, Oliver JF, Rafecas M, Solaz C, Barrillon P, de La Taille C, Bisogni M, Del Guerra
A, Piemonte C. Development of a PET prototype with continuous LYSO crystals and monolithic SiPM matrices. In:
IEEE Nuclear Science Symposium Conference Record. 2011. p. 3631–4.
20. Li X, Hunter WCJ, Lewellen TK, Miyaoka RS. Use of Cramer Rao lower bound for performance evaluation of
different monolithic crystal PET detector designs. IEEE Trans Nucl Sci. 2012;59(1):3–12.
Morrocchi et al. EJNMMI Physics  (2017) 4:11 Page 24 of 25
21. Van Dam HT, Borghi G, Seifert S, Schaart DR. Sub-200 ps CRT in monolithic scintillator PET detectors using digital
SiPM arrays and maximum likelihood interaction time estimation. Phys Med Biol. 2013;58(10):3243–57.
22. Joung J, Miyaoka RS, Lewellen TK. cMiCE: a high resolution animal PET using continuous LSO with a statistics
based positioning scheme. Nucl Instrum Methods Phys Res Sect A. 2002;489(1-3):584–98.
23. Li Z, Wedrowski M, Bruyndonckx P, Vandersteen G. Nonlinear least-squares modeling of 3d interaction position in
a monolithic scintillator block. Phys Med Biol. 2010;55(21):6515–32.
24. España S, Deprez K, Van Holen R, Vandenberghe S. Fast calibration of SPECT monolithic scintillation detectors
using un-collimated sources. Phys Med Biol. 2013;8(14):4807–25.
25. Vinke R, Levin CS. A method to achieve spatial linearity and uniform resolution at the edges of monolithic
scintillation crystal detectors. Phys Med Biol. 2014;59(12):2975–95.
26. Morrocchi M, Hunter WC, Del Guerra A, Lewellen TK, Kinahan PE, MacDonald LR, Bisogni MG, Miyaoka RS.
Evaluation of event position reconstruction in monolithic crystals that are optically coupled. Phys Med Biol. 2016;
61(23):8298–320.
27. Ling T, Lewellen TK, Miyaoka RS. Depth of interaction decoding of a continuous crystal detector module. Phys
Med Biol. 2007;52(8):2213–28.
28. Clement D, Frei R, Loude JF, Morel C. Development of a 3d position sensitive scintillation detector using neural
networks. IEEE Nucl Sci Symp Conf Rec. 2003;3:1448–52.
29. Bruyndonckx P, Leonard S, Liu J, Tavernier S, Szupryczynski P, Fedorov A. Study of spatial resolution and depth of
interaction of APD-based PET detector modules using light sharing schemes. IEEE Trans Nucl Sci. 2003;50(5):1415–9.
30. Morrocchi M, Ambrosi G, Bisogni M, Cerello P, Corsi F, Ionica M, Marino N, Marzocca C, Pennazio F, Pirrone G,
Santoni C, Wheadon R, Del Guerra A. Development of a PET detector module with depth of interaction capability.
Nucl Instrum Methods Phys Res Sect A. 2013;732:603–6.
31. Marino N, Ambrosi G, Baronti F, Bisogni MG, Cerello P, Corsi F, Fanucci L, Ionica M, Marzocca C, Pennazio F,
Roncella R, Santoni C, Saponara S, Tarantino S, Wheadon R, Del Guerra A. An innovative detection module
concept for PET. J Instrum. 2012;7(08):C08003.
32. Cerello P, Pennazio F, Bisogni MG, Marino N, Marzocca C, Peroni C, Wheadon R, Del Guerra A. An innovative
detector concept for hybrid 4d-PET/MRI imaging. Nucl Instrum Methods Phys Res Sect A. 2013;702:6–9.
33. Serra N, Ferri A, Gola A, Pro T, Tarolli A, Zorzi N, Piemonte C. Characterization of new FBK SiPM technology for
visible light detection. J Instrum. 2013;8(03):03019.
34. (http://advansid.com/attachment/get/up_53_1432741078.pdf) RGB ASD SiPM datasheet. Access to the website 21
Sept 2016.
35. Garutti E, Klanner R, Laurien S, Parygin P, Popova E, Ramillia M, Xu C. Silicon photomultiplier characterization and
radiation damage investigation for high energy particle physics applications, JINST 13th Topical seminar on
innovative particle and radiation detectors. Siena: IOP Publishing; 2013.
36. Pagano R, Lombardo S, Palumbo F, Sanfilippo D, Valvo G, Fallica G, Libertino S. Radiation hardness of silicon
photomultipliers under 60Co γ-ray irradiation. Nucl Inst Methods Phys Res A. 2014;767:347–52.
37. Rolo MD, Bugalho R, Goncalves F, Rivetti A, Mazza G, Silva JC, Silva R, Varela J. A 64-channel ASIC for TOFPET
applications. In: IEEE Nuclear Science Symposium Conference Record. 2012. p. 1460–4.
38. Rolo MD, Bugalho R, Goncalves F, Mazza G, Rivetti A, Silva JC, Silva R, Varela J. TOFPET ASIC for PET applications.
J Instrum. 2013;8:C02050.
39. Seifert S, van Dam HT, Schaart DR. The lower bound on the timing resolution of scintillation detectors. Phys Med
Biol. 2012;57(7):1797–814.
40. Pennazio F, Barrio J, Bisogni M, Cerello P, De Luca G, Del Guerra A, Lacasta C, Llosa G, Magazzu G, Moehrs S,
Peroni C, Wheadon R. Simulations of the 4dmpet SiPM-based PET module. In: IEEE Nuclear Science Symposium
and Medical Imaging Conference (NSS/MIC). 2011. p. 2316–20.
41. Van Dam HT, Seifert S, Vinke R, Dendooven P, Löhner H, Beekman FJ, Schaart DR. A practical method for depth of
interaction determination in monolithic scintillator PET detectors. Phys Med Biol. 2011;56:4135–45.
42. Borghi G, Tabacchini V, Seifert S, Schaart DR. Experimental validation of an efficient fan-beam calibration
procedure for k-nearest neighbor position estimation in monolithic scintillator detectors. IEEE Trans Nucl Sci.
2015;62(1):57–67.
43. Yang Y, Qi J, Wu Y, St. James S, Farrell R, Dokhale PA, Shah KS, Cherry SR. DOI calibration for PET detectors with
dual-ended readout by PSAPDs. Phys Med Biol. 2008;54(2):433–45.
44. Bircher C, Shao Y. Use of internal scintillator radioactivity to calibrate DOI function of a PET detector with a dual-
ended-scintillator readout. Med Phys. 2012;39(2):777–87.
45. Arce P, Lagares JI, Harkness L, Pérez-Astudillo D, Cañadas M, Rato P, de Prado M, Abreu Y, de Lorenzo G, Kolstein
M, Díaz A. Gamos: A framework to do Geant4 simulations in different physics fields with an user-friendly interface.
Nucl Instrum Methods Phys Res Sect A. 2014;735:304–13.
46. Agostinelli S, et al. Geant4—a simulation toolkit. Nucl Instrum Methods Phys Res Sect A. 2003;506(3):250–303.
47. Borghi G, Jan Peet B, Tabacchini V, Schaart DR. A 32 mm× 32 mm× 22 mm monolithic LYSO:Ce detector with
dual-sided digital photon counter readout for ultrahigh-performance TOF-PET and TOF-PET/MRI. Phys Med Biol.
2016;61:4929–49.
48. Ling T, Lee K, Miyaoka RS. Performance comparisons of continuous miniature crystal element (cMiCE) detectors.
IEEE Trans Nucl Sci. 2006;53:2513–8.
49. Borghi G, Tabacchini V, Schaart DR. Towards monolithic scintillator based TOF-PET systems: practical methods for
detector. Phys Med Biol. 2016;61:4904–28.
Morrocchi et al. EJNMMI Physics  (2017) 4:11 Page 25 of 25
